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Section 1 .O have 1) 
The words “surface and subsurface” have been deleted 
throughout this document, which is appropriate wherever 
they are connected to action levels. However, there are 
distinctions between surface and subsurface sampling 
methods and how the sampling results are applied to 
swface and subsurface soil. The words should be inserted 
back into the first sentence of the first paragraph. 
Add the words “accelerated action” to the first sentence of 
the second paragraph (“. . . streamline the accelerated 
action decision process.. .”) to didtinguish this sampling 
process from the CRA sampling. 

Section 1.1 [page 4) 
The advantages of the IA strategy would be clearer if the 
second to last sentence in the third paragraph of this 
section were expanded: 

The IA Strategy approach accelerates document 
preparation and review times by consolidating IHSSs into 
groups and requiring Significantly fewer documents. 

Section 1.3 (page 8) 
The third paragraph in this section should reflect the 
current SAP Addenda review and approval process. 
Addenda are often provided to CDPHE months prior to 
initiating work and the process generally involves a 
commentlcomment resolution cycle, so the first sentence 
should read: “CDPHE and EPA will have 14 calendar 
days to review, provide comments, ask for an extension, 
or approve the Addenda.” The 4th sentence should also 

[n accordance with the RFCA Modification (June 2003), there are 
no longer separate A L s  for surface and subsurface soil (even 
through there may be different cleanup levels). Subsurface 
sampling methods are’ specifically called out in Section 4.9.3 
$age 96). 

“Accelerated action” will not be added before the words decision 
process in the first sentence of the second paragraph. As 
specified in Section 3.1.1, first paragraph, first sentence: “The 
nature and extent of contamination must be known with adequate 
confidence to make accelerated action decisions.” (page 42) 

The following text was added to Section 1.1, third paragraph, 
fourth sentence: ‘‘. . .by consolidating IHSSs, PACs, and UBC 
Sites into groups that require significantly fewer documents.” 
(Page 4) 

Section 1.3, third paragraph, first sentence was revised to state: 
“CDPHE and EPA will have 14 calendar days to review and 
provide comments on IABZSAP Addenda. DOE will discuss and 
resolve regulatory agency comments before a final addendum is 
issued.” (page 8) 
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Firmre20 
The process in this figure goes beyond determining the 
extent of an AOC and should be limited to that process or 
it should be re-titled. It is unclear what is meant by 
“Manage or Evaluate” to the right of the decision diamond 
asking, “Is remediation needed?” 

be modified: 
PCOC concentrations for organics will be 
compared to detection limits. 

The phrtge “either nonradionuclides or” must be added 
back to items c)’and e) in order to be compliant with 
RFCA Attachment 5 (Section 1.1) and the IGD (Section 

- 
10 

3.I.L). c 

Section 3.1.1 - Input-to the Decision bage 45) 
The five bullets under item f )  go beyond determining the 

The text in Section 3.1.1, Inputs to the Decision, number 4, item 
a) was changed to the following: 
“Soil PCOC concentrations for inorganics will be compared to 
the background means plus two standard deviations. Soil PCOC 
concentrations for organics will be compared to MDLs for 
existing data or € U s  for accelerated action data.” (page 43) 

Nonradionuclides were added to Section 3.1.1, Inputs to the 
Decision, number 4, as a new item d). (page 43) 

Section 3.1.1, Inputs to the Decision, number 4, item g (formerly 
f )  correctly describes the AOC process. The data are collected 
and described for the entire IHSS Group not for individual IHSSs, 
PACs, or UBC sites. (page 44) 
Figure 20 (now Figure 19) was changed to clarify these concepts. 
@age 45) 
The term “hot spot” in these sections was changed to “localized 
area of elevated PCOC concentration.” 

Figure 20 (now Figure 19) encompasses both the initial AOC 
determination based on existing data and the final AOC 
determination based on characterization andor confirmation data. 

Figure 20 (now Figure 19) was modified to reflect multiple OUs. 
The title is correct; however, it was changed to “Initial and Final 
Area of Concern Determination” to more accurately reflect the 
contents of the Figure. The “remediation” box was changed to 
“no further accelerated action.” (page 45) 
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The Acceler Ecological Screening Process 
(AAESP) has been added as the 7* input for making 

ons per this IABZSAP. However, 
erate data on its own. Ecological 
as part of the “IABZSAP- 

is largely independent from the 
generated characterization data” mentioned in item #6. 

process, including the AAESP as here 

of these diagrams should read, “Usable 

A Attachment 5 and the IGD. All 

concentration” to be 

The text in Section 3.1.1, Inputs to the Decisions, number 7 was 
changed to the following: 
“Ecological information developed as part of the Accelerated 
Action Ecological Screening Evaluation (AAESE) (Appendix 
D).” (page 46) 

. .  

The first box at the top of Figures 22 (now Figure 21, page 48) 
and 24 (now Figure 23, page 5 5 )  was changed to “Dataset from 
DQF Process (Figure 20).” A separate loop for nonradionuclides 
is required and a box was added for the agreed-to SOR. In 
accordance with RFCA, the SOR for the RFCA radionuclides 
must be calculated. , 

The term “single data point” was changed to “PCOC 
concentration.” 

The first box at h e  top of Figure 23 (now Figure 22, page 49) 
was changed to “Dataset from DQF Process (Figure ZO).” A new 
decision diamond was added for nonradionuclides. 

The phrase “metal and radionuclide PCOCs” in Section 3.1.1, 
Decision Rules, Decision Rule 2, was changed to “inorganic and 
radionuclide PCOCs.” (Dane 46) 
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referenced. 

Decision rules 4,5,6, apd 7 must be revised to comply 
5’ and the IGD. The following 

OC concentration in surface soil 
r than its RFCA AL, aggregation and 

in decision rule 6 are necessary in 

If surface soil concentrations at a given location for 2 or 
more PCOCs exceeds 10% of their respective WRW ALs 
(1 O4 risk or 0.1 of HI), then sum-of-ratios (SOR) values 
will be separately calculated, as necessary, for 
radionuc1ides;for non-radiological carcinogenic PCOCs, 
and for non-radiological non-carcinogenic PCOCs. If an 
SOR value at a given location is greater than or equal to 1, 
aggregation and evaluation as described in decision rule 7 
will be made in accordance with RFCA requirements. 
Otherwise the @COC concentrations are less than the I 

RFCA ALs and the soil does not need to. be further 
evaluated or remediated in accordance with RFCA 
reauirements . 

~- 

Response- 

The following decision rule was added to Section 3.1.1 Decision 
Rules, Decision Rule 9 (page 50) and to Section 3.2.1 Decision 
Rules, Decision Rule 8 (page 56): “If a single maximum surface 
soil COC concentration is equal to or greater than the RFCA AL 
and the ratio of the 95% UCL of the mean concentration to its 
respective RFCA AL is greater than or equal to 1, additional 
evaluation as a potential localized area of elevated PCOC 
concentration (hot spot) will be necessary.” 

The text is correct as stands. Decision Rule 5 (now 6) must be 
included because it is the radionuclide SOR. 

The following decision rule was added to Section 3.1.1, Decision 
Rules, Decision Rule 7 :  “If more than one nonradiological 
surface soil contaminant concentration is detected above RLs for 
organics or background means plus two standard deviations for 
inorganics and exceeds 10 percent of the respective WRW AL, 
then a SOR at a given location will be calculated for those 
contaminants that exceed 10 percent of their WRW AL. If a SOR 
exceeds 1, the nonradiological carcinogenic contaminants and 
nonradiological noncarcinogenic contaminants may each be 
summed sepatately. Data will be aggregated and evaluated as 
described in Decision Rule 8 in accordance with RFCA 
requirements. Otherwise, the soil does not need to be further 
evaluated or remediated in accordance with RFCA requirements. 
If further evaluation is necessary, the data may also be summed 
by target organ.” (page 50) 

The other decision rules are correct as stand. Replacing “evaluate 
or manage” with “remediation” is not appropriate in this decision 

. .  
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If the ratio of the 95% UCL of the mean concentration for 
a PCOC in surface soil to its respective RFCA AL across 
the AOC is gre 
considered a CO a remedial action decision will be 
made in accordance yith RFCA requirements. Otherwise 

ns are less than RFCA ALs in that 
not need to be further evaluated or 

or equal to 1, the PCOC is 

e with RFCA requirements. 

If the SOR of the 95% UCL of the mean concentration for 
all PCOCs identified in DecisionZRule #5 to 10% of their 
respective ALs across the AOC is greater than or equal to 
1, the PCOCs are then considered COCs. Remedial action 

on COCs will be made in accordance with 
en& Otherwise the PCOC concentrations 

are less than RFCA ALs in that AOC and the soil does not 
need evaluated or remediated in accordance 
with 

dentified below 6 inches in depth, 
in the RFCA Subsurface Soil Risk 

on, MDLs, should also 
ts (MALs). to cover 

radionuclide &ICs. 
< 

jocument because the remedial decision is part of the ER RSOP 
process’not the SAP process. 

The following decision rules were added to Section 3.1.1 
Decision Rules: 

Decision Rule 9 (page 50) 
“If a single maximum surface soil COC concentration is equal to 
Dr greater than the RFCA AL and the ratio of the 95% UCL of the 
mean concentration to its respective RFCA AL is greater than or 
equal to 1, additional evaluation as a potential localized area of 
elevated PCOC concentration (hot spot) will be necessary.” 

Decision Rule 10 (page 50) 
“If a single subsurface soil COC concentration is equal to or 
greater than the RFCA AL, evaluation as described in the RFCA 
Subsurface Soil Risk Screen (SSRS) is necessary.” 

The text in Section 3.1.2, Inputs to the Decisions, number 4 was 
changed to the following: 

4. “RLs/MDLs for accelerated action data and MDLs for existing 
data for IA and BZ COCs and analytical methods are presented in 
Appendix E. Analytical methods are organized in tables by 
general analytical suite. The tables present the minimum required 
analvtes within each resnective suite. as well as the reauired 
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CDPHE Comments, dated January 13,2004 

Section 3.1.2 - Inputs to the Decision bage 5 5 )  
The Dhrase “either nonradionuclides or” must be added 

e)  ir;’ order to be compliant with 
(Section 1.1) and the IGD (Section 

3.7.2). . 

. ,  
.. .. 

. .  

. . .  . ,  
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LS RLs or MDLs, and are specific to the measurement systems 
ised for IA and BZ sample analysis.” (page 52) 
qonradionuclides were added to Section 3.1.2, Inputs to the 
gecision, number 6 ,  item d). (page 53) 

‘PCOC” was changed to “COC” as appropriate in Section 3.1.2 
Decision Rules. 

f i e  phrase “metal and radionuclide COCs” in Section 3.1.2, 
Decision Rules, Decision Rule 2, was changed to “inorganic and 
radionuclide COCs.” (page 54) 

The following decision rule was added to Section 3.1.1 Decision 
Rules, Decision Rule 9 (page 50) and to Section 3.2.1 Decision 
Rules, Decision Rule 8 (page 56): “If a single maximum surface 
soil COC concentration is equal to or greater than the RFCA AL 
and the ratio of the 95% UCL of the mean concentration to its 
respective RFCA AL is greater or equal to 1 ,  additional 
evaluation as a potential localized area of elevated PCOC 
concentration (hot spot) will be necessary.” 

The text is correct as stands. Decision Rule 5 must be included 
because it is the radionuclide SOR. 

The following decision rule was added to Section 3.1.2, Decision 
Rules, Decision Rule 6:  .“Ifan action was required at a given 
location based on a nonradiological surface soil SOR and if more 
than one nonradiologicd contaminant concentration is detected 

I 
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leviations for inorganics and exceeds 10 percent of the respective 
MRW AL, then a SOR at a given location will be calculated for 
hose contaminants that exceed 10 percent of their WRW AL,. If 
he SOR exceeds 1, the nonradiological carcinogenic 
:ontaminants and nonradiological noncarcinogenic contaminants 
nay each be summed separately. Data will be aggregated and 
:valuated as described in Decision Rule 7 in accordance with 
WCA requirements. Otherwise, the soil does not need to be 
S e r  evaluated or remediated in accordance with RFCA 
Sequirements. If further evaluation is necessary, the data may 
dso be summed by target organ.” (page 56) 

The other decision rules are correct as stand. Replacing “evaluate 
3r manage” with “remediation” is not appropriate in this decision 
document because the remedial decision is part of the ER RSOP 
process not the S A P  process. 

The following decision rules were added to Section 3.1.2, 
Decision Rules: 

Decision Rule 8 (page 56) 
“If a single maximum surface soil COC concentration is equal to 
or greater than the RFCA AL and the ratio of the 95% UCL of the 
mean concentration to its respective RFCA AL is greater than or 
equal to 1, additional evaluation as a potential localized area of 
elevated PCOC ’concentration (hot spot) will be necessary.” 

Decision Rule 9 (page 56) 
“If a subsurface soil COC concentration is equal to or greater thar 
the RFCA AL, evaluation as described in the RFCA SSRS is 
necessary. 9,  

. . - .  . . ,.: . . .  

.. ’ :. 
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Section 3.1.3 (page 60) 
The CRA will evaluate more than just the “soil 
contamination in accelerated action areas within the IA 
and BZ.” This section should explain that data for the 
CRA will come from a combination of sources: 1) 
characterization sampling if the sample location remains 
intact, 2) confiat ion sampling in remediated areas, and 
3) any additional sampling required by the CRA DQOs to 
fill data adequacy needs (see Section 4.0). 

Section 4.0 (Dace 66) 
F i b e  25 does 
implied in the first bullet. 

show IHSSs, PACs, and UBCs as 

PCOCs are eliminated and hot 
re sampling begins. 

Section 4.2.2 (Dane 73) 

-2 . 

Additionally, please see responses to Comments 9, 10, 11 ,  13, 
and 14. 

Data used in the CRA are described in the CRA Methodology and 
are not addressed in the IABZSAP. 

The following text was added to Section 1.2, paragraph 3: 
“While the IABZSAP describes sampling methods for CRA 
sampling, specific CRA DQOs are described in the CRA 
Methodology. Separate CRA sampling addenda will be 
developed to describe CRA sampling in accordance with CRA 
DQOs.” (page 7) 

The text in Section 4:0, paragraph 1, bullet 1 was changed to 
“Figures 1 and 2.” (page 58) , 

These diagrams (now Figures 25,26, and 27) are used to describe 
the process, using existing data, to determine sampling locations. 
Please refer to Figure 35 for information on when hot spots are 
evaluated. 

The words “hot spot” on these diagrams was changed to 
“localized areas of elevated PCOC concentration.” Additionally, 
the text of the lead-in box (Firmre 20) was clarified. 

The paragraph break in Section 4.2.2 between bullet 2 and the 
next paragraph was removed. The second paragraph break in 
Section 4.2.2 was removed and the text is now part of Method 2. 
(page 65). 

10 
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Section 4.2.2 bane 74) 
about sampling grid size differs from 

Sion of grid size in the now deleted 
Section 4.3. This method should be more completely 
explained to show how it satisfies the Gilbert 
methodology and to explain whether it satisfies 
MARSSIM protocols. 

The discussion about the statistically minimum number of 
samples has been deldted from the paragraph about small- 
sized IHSSs and-PACs. The minimum number of 5 
samples remains in sampling location method #2 in 
Section 4.5.2 (pages 92). This deletion should be 
explained. 

Section 4.5.2 have 92) 
The last sentence in. Section 4.5.1 states that field 

method in Secti .2 assumes this concurrence with 

sampling has always 

analyses, but laboratory data must 

decisions. 

The references to Gilbert’s methodology are in Section 4.2.2, 
page 63. The IABZSAP methodology more than satisfies 
MARSSIM requirements because MARSSIM only requires 14 
samples at all areas of concern. 

Section 4.2.2 (pages 63 through 66) pertains to characterization 
sampling and Section 4.5.2, which is now Section 4.4.1 (page 81) 
pertains to confirmation sampling. 

By approving the IASAP and BZSAP the regulatory agencies 
agreed that this approach was acceptable (IASAP and BZSAP 
Section 4.5.2). 

The use of field analytical data for confirmation sampling was 
discussed with CDPHE and EPA and approved by EPA for use in 
the BZ. As such, this concept needs to be included in the 
IABZSAP. (Section 4.4.2, fourth bullet, page 82) 

11 
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EDITORIAL / TYPOGRAPHICAL: 
Have or will .the appropriate changes due to RFCA 
modifications also be made to the appendices? 

... 
. .  

. .  

I 

ead, “The AOC is initially based 

Appendix A was not modified. 

Appendix C was modified to combine the IASAP and BZSAP 
text. 
Appendix D was modified to present the AAESE. 

Appendix B was modified to combine the IA and BZSAPs. 

25 I T a b l e 8  (page 127) 
Footnote 2 should read, “The AOC is initially based 
on.... 

The text in Section 5.1.1, footnote to Table 8, was changed as 
suggested. (page 103) 

I 26 I Section 5.1.1 (Darze 12) I 

27’ 

28 

The last sentences of the last two paragraphs are specific 
to the CRA data aggregation process and should be 
deleted. 

will be calcuiated when the 

respective U s . ”  
point-by-point comparison 
ceeds the RFCA AL or the 

95% UCL for that analyte will be 

ightly inconsistent with 

nonradionuclides” back into the 
last bullet. 

The last sentences of the last two paragraphs in Section 5.1.1 
were deleted. (page 103) 

i 
f ’. 

Section 5.1.2 was changed to match the DQOs. (page 103) 

.’ i 

The last bullet in Section 6.1.9 was not changed. A new bullet 
was added for nonradionuclides. (page 1 18) 

Yes, the appendices were modified to combine the I A S A P  and 
BZSAP, as appropriate, and to bring them into compliance with 
the RFCA Modification of June 2003. 

! 

! 
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background values for several metals were corrected. 
Appendix G was modified to change Tier I and Tier I1 ALs to 
WRW ALs. The appendix letter was changed to H. 
Appendix H was modified to change Tier I and Tier I1 ALs to 
WRW ALs, combine the LA and BZSAPs, and to further describe 
QC samples. The appendix letter was changed to G. 
Appendix H-lwas modified to change Tier I and Tier I1 ALs to 
WRW ALs and combine the IA and BZSAPs. The appendix 
letter was changed to G. 
Appendix I was modified to clarify that the regression was for in- 
situ HPGe analysis and to change Tier I and Tier I1 A L s  to WRW 

Appendix J was modified to change Tier I and Tier I1 ALs to 

Due to deletions, some subsections need to be re- 
numbered. 

Page 1 - There is an extra “and” in the last sentence of the 
second paragraph. Suggest combining the last two 
sentences of the second paragraph in Section 1 .O: 
IABZSAP Addenda will supplement the IABZSAP by 
providing specific characterization plans and will be 

. .  

The appendices will be provided in the final document. 
The agencies were provided with a redline/strikeout version that 
DOE recognizes can be confusing. The sections and subsections 
were renumbered when the redline/strikeout was removed. 
The extra “and” was removed from Section 1 .O, second 
paragraph, last sentence. (page 1) 

The last two sentences of Section 1 .O, paragraph 2, were 
combined as suggested. (page 1) 

13 
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1 CDPHE Comments,, dated< J\anuary 13,i;aO(@ I Resp,onse .’ 

om; remove. “and” at the end of 

ut, but should be left as is. 

us. Inthefourth 

I in the first p&a&aph,of Section 3.1.3. 

(pages 43 and 53) 
This change was made when the redlineistrikeout was removed. 

In Section 3.1.1, Study Boundaries the “IA” in the fourth bullet 
(now the third bullet) was deleted and “IASLW” was changed to 
“IABZSAP.” (page 46) 
In Section 3.2.1, Study Boundaries the “IA” in the sixth bullet 
was deleted. (nape 54) 

/ 

The word “No” was added between Decision Rule 4 and Decision 
Rule 5 on Figure 22 (now Figure 21). (page 48) 

This change was made when the redlineistrikeout was removed. 

In Section 3.1.3, first paragraph, last sentence, the second 
occurrence of the phrase “within the IA and BZ” was removed. 

edlineistrikeout was removed. 

14 
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the features are already on Figures 3 1 and 32. 
Page 134 - Change the reference in the third bullet to 
Section 5.3.4. 
App. E - The title of this‘appendix should probably 
include “minimum detectable activities” to cover 

- 
39 

40 The reference in Section 5.3.3, third bullet, was changed to 
Section 5.3.4. (page 110) 
Based on the modifications to Appendix E, the title was changed 
to include “reporting limits.” 

41 
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process that will be used to identify data gaps associated 
with ecological receptors (Le., the ecological action levels 
will be used during the Accelerated Action Ecological 
Screen). However,-it is still not clear how and when the 
ecological action levels will be used in conjunction with 

r the Wildlife Refuge Worker 
outlined in Section 3.0 (Inputs 

presentation (as outlined in Item 4) 
ecological action levels would 

man health screening process, or 
that it will be two separate efforts. 

e WRW Action Levels are 
al action levels. It would be 
health and ecological action 

es a comparison to a 
tandard deviations, would 

s of potential ecological 
ecological action levels. 

indicate that the ecological action 

A sitewide Accelerated Action Ecological Screening Evaluation 
will be performed using a methodology developed by the inter- 
agency Risk Assessment Working Group. 
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conducted. The document should also indicate that a 
table which presents a comparison of all action levels will 
be presented in the document. 
2) It is indicated-thatthe IABZSAP DQOs apply to 
surface and subsurface soil encountered during 
characterization and confirmation sampling. The DQOs 
should be adjusted to include provisions for sediment and 
surface water. 
3) The document provides a list of ‘PCOCs’. Please add 
dioxins to the list 

4) Item 2, Method Detection Limits (MDLs), indicates 
that the lowest RFCA Als for any exposure scenario are 
presented in Appendix E. Appendix E only contains 

1s. The MDLs should be 
al action levels, or PRGs, as 

y MDLS that will above the action 
e added to the text of the 

tify all analytes with MDLs 
above the lowest action level 
5 )  Decision Rules: Which data points are being used in 
rule 5? This needs to be clearly specified in ,order for the 
rule to make sense 

Responqe 

Consistent with RFCA the IABZSAP applies to surface and 
subsurface soil only; 

Individual analytes are not included in the PCOCs, only groups of 
analytes. Individual PCOCs are determined on an IHSS Group 
basis. 

Appendix E was revised so that it is consistent with RFCA. 

Section 3.1.1 Decision Rules, in Decision Rules 6 and 7 (page 
50), the phrase “at a given location” was added to clarify that the 
SOR is calculated by location. 

Section 3.1.2, Decision Rules, in Decision Rules 5 and 6 (page 
56), the phrase “at a given location” was added to clarify that the 
SOR is calculated. by location. 

. .  2 
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This document is one piece of the overall effort to 
characterize and remediate Rocky Flats, and as a result of 
other efforts that are currently in progress, it is difficult to 
keep all documents and agreements consistent with each 
other. Some gapsand inconsistencies are present in this 
document that should be addressed and they are primarily 
related to efforts of-the Risk.Assessment Working Group 

plan for *e Comprehensive 
. Discussions regarding 
ne of unsampled areas on a 30 

acre grid need to be finalized and the resulting agreed 

Section 3.1.1. 

ntion in this section that one of the 
main purposes it is serving is to determine 
whether an accelerated action should be taken 
based upon the data that is collected. Therefore 
this should be included in the problem statement 
as well as in many other areas throughout the 
section, solhat it is clear that the results of the 

Responqe 

CRA issues, including DQOs and sampling in unsampled areas 
are not addressed in the IABZSAP they will be included in the 
CRA Methodology and the Data Adequacy Report. The CRA 
Working Group has not yet finalized the CRA Methodology or 
the Data Adequacy Report. 

The following text was added to Section 1.2, paragraph 3: 

“While the IABZSAP describes sampling methods for CRA 
sampling, specific CRA DQOs are described in the CRA 
Methodology. Separate CRA sampling addenda will be 
developed to describe CRA sampling in accordance with CRA 
DQOs.” (page 7) 

The decision whether to conduct an accelerated action is part of 
the ER RSOP not the IABZSAP. The IABZSAP describes the 
data evaluation criteria. As specified in Section 3.1.1, The 
Problem, first sentence “The nature and extent of contamination 
must be known with adequate confidence to make accelerated 
action decisions”. (page 42) 

3 
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3 
vehicle ofremediation at the site. 

Page 45, Inputs to the decision: 
Section 4) RFCA comparison criteria: It should be 
mentioned here th‘at RFCA ALs include not only 
human health, but also ecological levels. In addition, 
it should be mentioned that the eco levels are still in 
development andLthe>efore, until they are final, all 
areas that undergo this sampling and evaluation 
process must be evaluated for ecological purposes at 
some later time. 

ance is defined as either the ratio of 
ion to its AL > 1 or as the SOR for 

radionuclides > 1. Does this mean that rads are subject 
n criteria? If not, it should be clarified 

that only non-rads are<subject to the first comparison 

Section e) Basically the same criteria are used to 
determine when PCOC concentrations are below RFCA 
Als. As stated above, the document needs to be clarified 
as to whether only non-rads are subject to the first 
comparison. Actuilly there really is no reason to define 
when data is “Below ALs” and the document would be 
improved by just deleting this section. 

. .  . . <\ 

Response 

A sitewide Accelerated Action Ecological Screening Evaluation 
will be performed using a methodology developed by the inter- 
agency Risk Assessment Working Group. 

In Section 3.1.1, Inputs to the Decision, number 4, “WRW’ was 
added. (page 43) 

In Section 3.1.2, Inputs to the Decision, number 6, “WRW” was 
added. (page 53) 

Section 3.1.1, Inputs to the Decision, number 4, item c) is specific 
to radionuclides. ‘A separate item, item d) was added for non- 
radionuclides. (page 43) 

Section 3.1.2, Inputs to the Decision, number 6 ,  item c) is specific 
to radionuclides. A separate item, item d) was added for non- 
radionuclides. (page 53) 

Section 3.1.1, number 4, and Section 3.1.2, number 6 and all sub- 
items are consistent with the IGD as specified by the regulatory 
agencies. 

Section 3.1.1, number 4, Item e is specific to radionuclides. The 
nonradionuclide SOR is described in item f. (page 44). 

Section 3.1.2, number 6, Item e is specific to radionuclides. The 
nonradionuclide SOR is described in item f. (page 53). 
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. .  

EPA Comments, date& October, 2003 
Page 5 1, Decision Rules 

Rule 2: This rule addresses analytes that have ALs 
which are less than background levels. Such a 
situation indicates that one of these levels needs to be 
changed. In addition, it would be helpful to compile a 
list showing which analytes have AL e background 
levels so that these can be reviewed for possible 
revision. Also, in this situation would the AL be used 
or would the background level be used in making a 
determination about whether a PCOC becomes a 
COC? 
Rule 3: Without a definition of the work “adequate”, 

. this rule is essentially meaningless. 

Rule 6: If-this d e  only applies to non-rads, then that 
should be:expliCitly stated in the rule itself. 

Rule 7: This rule should also state that the evaluation 
should follow the Ecological Accelerated Action 
Screening Process. 

Response 

DOE concurs that background values for some analytes should be 
recalculated. This issue is being discussed. There are no analytes 
with WRW ALs iess than background. 

In Section 3.1.1, Decision Rules, Decision Rule 3, the first 
occurrence of the word “adequately” was deleted (page 50). 

In Section 3.12, Decision Rules, Decision Rule 3, the first 
occurrence of the word “adequately” was deleted (page 54). 

In Section 3.1.1, Decision Rules, Decision Rule 5 (now 6)  was 
changed to indicate that it is for radionuclides. A new decision 
rule, Decision Rule 7 states that this rule is for nonradionuclides. 
(page 50) 

In Section 3.1.2, Decision Rules, Decision Rule 5 was changed to 
indicate that it is for radionuclides. A new decision rule, 
Decision Rule 6 states that this rule is for nonradionuclides. 
(page 57) 

A sitewide Accelerated Action Ecological Screening Evaluation 
will be performed using a methodology developed by the inter- 
agency Risk Assessment Working Group. A decision rule is not 

5 
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EPA Comments, dated October, 2003 

This figure should be’renamed, since it covers much 
more than just AOC determination. It should also 
show that the eventual use of the data will be in the 
CRA. 

Response 
required. 

Figure 20 (now Figure 19) (page 45) encompasses both the initial 
AOC determination based on existing data and the final AOC 
determination based on characterization and/or confirmation data. 

Figure 20 (now Figure 19) (page 45) was modified to reflect 
multiple OUs. The title is correct, however it was changed to 
“Initial and Final AOC Determination” to more accuratdy reflect 
the contents of the Figure. The “remediation” box was changed 
to “no further accelerated action”. 

While the data may be used in the CRA, the determination of 
what data will be used is part of the CRA Data Adequacy Report 

6 
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